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VOTER PARTICIPATION IN HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


Voting in the electoral politics of the community may be 
viewed as citizen participation in its broadest form. The social class 
of the individual voter, with its variables of education, occupation 
and income, must be considered. The rate of voting corresponds directly 
with the educational level, with the income level, and with the 


occupational status. 


The political apathy of the lower socio-economic group voter 
is usually caused by feelings of social isolation, alienation, and 


powerlessness to affect political issues. 


Voter participation is related to the following factors: 


a) attributes of the individual voter 
b) community characteristics 


c) structure of election process. 


a) ATTRIBUTES OF THE INDIVIDUAL VOTER 


Studies show a high rate of voter participation can be 


expected 


- from the upper and middle socio-economic group 
- from those with a high income level 
- from the middle-aged (30-60 years) 


- from persons over the age of 60, if physical impediments 
such as transportation can be overcome 


- from the highly educated 
~ from those with a high level of political information 


-~ from suburban residents. 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
In 2023 with funding from 
Hamilton Public Library 


https://archive.org/details/citizenparticioa00unse 


A low level ef voter participation is generated 


- from areas with one or more of these characteristics 
- from those under 30 years of age 

- from those with a low income level 

- from those with a low educational level 

- from those with a rural background 


~ from recent rural migrants to the city. 


b) COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS 


An election with controversial issues will guarantee a high 


electoral vote, 


Social welfare issues will receive a high support from the 
lower socio-economic groups, and low support from the higher level 


groups.* 


c) STRUCTURE OF ELECTION PROCESS 


Voter turn-out is associated with the type of election. A 
higher turn-out is expected at the federal and provincial elections, 


and a lower turn-out is the norm at the municipal level, 


METHOD OF COMPILING STATISTICS 


Voting statistics for federal elections were obtained by 


contact with the various constituency offices in the Hamilton-Wentworth 


area. 


¥Jack Rothman. Planning and Greand Zing for Sgqcigl Change, New York 
and London: Columbia and University Press, 1974, pp. 367. 
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The provincial statistics were obtained through the election 


office at Queen's Park in Toronto. 


The municipal statistics were compiled from data supplied by 
voting returns at City Hall. The percentages of voter participation 
were calculated using the returns from different polling stations in 


designated neighbourhoods within the wards. 


The eight largest cities in Ontario were cont>cted for voting 


statistics. These figures are included in the report. 
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CONSTITUENCY 


Hamilton Centre 
Hamilton East 
Hamilton Mountain 
Hamilton West 
Wentworth 


Wentworth North 


CONSTITUENCY 


Hamilton Wentworth 
Hamilton East 
Hamilton Mountain 
Hamilton West 


Halton Wentworth 


PROVINCIAL 


ELIGIBLE VOTERS 


38,003 
48,620 
46,192 
41,056 
39,420 
47,903 
261,194 


NUMBER WHO VOTED 


Pot 
30,935 
op 
28,650 
25,738 
34,096 

174,885 
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FEDERAL 


ELIGIBLE VOTERS 


67,067 
39,992 
67,718 
49,060 


82,376 


306,213 


NUMBER WHO VOTED 


48,002 
28, 356 
50,965 
34,372 
61,964 


2225059 


VOTER TURN-OUT 


58.3% 
63.6% 
72.1% 
69.8% 
65.3% 
71.2% 


66.9% 


VOTER TURN-OUT 


71.6% 
70 9% 
75 43% 
70% 


75 2% 


73% 
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VOTER PARTICIPATION IN 1976 MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS: 
EIGHT ONTARIO MUNICIPALITIES 


CITY ELIGIBLE VOTERS NUMBER WHO VOTED VOTER TURN-OUT 
Thunder Bay 74,480 Sle aes 49 Ak 
Hamilton 215,335 105,607 LIF 
Windsor 132,631 55,225 12.0% 
Kitchener 87,827 34,832 39.6% 
London 168,879 Gl, 271 36.3% 

St. Catharines 84,700 28,800 34.0% 
Toronto 431,700 g3 634 31.0% 
Ottawa 226, 885 68,123 30.0% 
Sudbury 65,413 18,582 28.4% 
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VOTER PARTICIPATION IN 1976 MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS: 
HAMILTON 


ELIGIBLE VOTERS NUMBER WHO VOTED VOTER TURN-OUT 


Ward 1 27 , 393 13,516 49.3% 
Ward 2 Pera oil 11,460 1h. 5% 
Ward 3 27 ,063 11,986 14.3% 
Ward 4 27,299 13,524 49.5% 
Ward 5 35,070 15,666 hd T% 
Ward 6 21,766 11,985 55.1% 
Ward 7 24,780 12,876 51.9% 
Ward 8 26,233 14,594 55.6% 


Zire oe 105,607 49.0% 
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FEDERAL ELECTIONS 


Percentage variation of 5,3 in all districts (70%-75.3%) , 


Hamilton Mountain having the largest voter turn-out. 


PROVINCIAL ELECTIONS 


Differential of 13.8 between lowest which was Hamilton Centre 


(58.3%) and highest which was Hamilton Mountain (72.1%). 


MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS 


Voting statistics were obtained from the eight largest cities 
in Ontario. The voting turn-out ranged from a high of 49.4% in Thunder 
Bay to a low of 28.4% in Sudbury. Hamilton ranked second with a voting 
turn-out of 49%. 


Significant variation between high (61.7%) and low (30.5%) of 
31.2. Highest voting turn-out was north of Mohawk Road to the Mountain 


Brow. Below the Mountain, Ainslie Wood and part of Westdale South, 
Delta East and West and Bartonville, and the North End east and west 


were among the highest percentages. 
The lowest was the East End with a voter turn-out of 30.5%, 
followed by the industrial and downtown areas. 
OVERALL RESULTS 


The highest turn-out was present in the federal election (73%) 
and the lowest was in the municipal results (49.0%). The provincial 


election was slightly lower than the federal, with a turn-out of 66.9%. 


Compared with eight other large Ontario urban areas, the turn- 


out in the last local municipal election was high. 
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SUMMARY 


These findings are consistent with other studies of voter 


participation in so far as low income areas tend to have low voter 
turn-out, 


A study presented by the Social Planning and Research Council 
titled "A Socio-economic Atlas of the City of Hamilton"* indicates that 
most areas of low voter turn-out coincide with Zones I and II, which 


are characterized by the following attributes: 


1) high unemployment 

2) high percentage of single-parent families 
3) high percentage of immigrants 

4) high percentage of senior citizens 

5) low family incomes 


6) cheap housing. 


The major exception to this was an area in the North End, 
which, although located in Zone I, has a high voter turn-out. This may 


be due, in part, to the existence of a strong residents! association. 


In general, however, the turn-out in our last municipal 


election was high relative to other urban areas of the province, 


*Mike Pennock, cathy Allan, and Peter Steckenreiter. A Socio-economic 
Atlas of the City of Hamilton, Social Planning and Research Council 
of Hamilton & District, 1977, pp 29. 
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